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A two-year window results in a higher proportion of sustained destinations 
 
Of the students that studied level 3 qualifications at 
state-funded mainstream institutions and 
completed 16 to 18 study in 2015/16, 62% 
progressed to a sustained higher education or 
training destination within two years.  
This is a higher figure than reported in the 16 to 18 
destination measures (50% went to HE and <0.5% 
to higher apprenticeships) as the two-year window 
allows sustained destinations following gap years 
or similar to be included. 
The majority of destinations at level 4 or higher 
were Degrees (58%), while 3% went on to study 
courses below degree level (level 4/5) and 1% 
sustained higher apprenticeship destinations. 
The new value-added score shows which institutions are performing well 
A positive value-added score is 
achieved when more students 
from an institution progress to 
higher education or training than 
the national average for similar 
students (i.e. those students with 
similar prior attainment and 
qualification type). This happens 
for 54% of institutions, while 42% 
receive a negative score (and 4% 
receive a zero score). 
Academic/applied general qualification students are more likely 
to progress to higher education or training 
There was a significant difference in rates of progression to higher 
education or training by qualification type. Students who predominantly 
studied academic qualifications (including A levels) or applied general 
qualifications (AGQs) formed 85% of the total cohort and progressed at a 
higher rate (66%) than students who focused on tech levels (41% 
progression) and students that studied other qualifications which were not 
included in school performance tables but had a notional level of 3 (25% 
progression).  
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Background and context 
Destination measures provide clear and comparable information on the success of schools and colleges in helping 
their young people continue in education, employment or apprenticeships. This measure focuses on progression from 
level 3 qualifications at 16 to 18 study to further education or training at level 4 or higher. 
 
Timeliness of data 
There is a time lag between students completing their 16 to 18 study and this measure being published. Two years 
have to elapse during which young people are participating in their chosen destination, and datasets have to be 
combined before measuring sustained participation in education or apprenticeships.  
 
About this release 
This publication shows the progression of level 3 students into level 4 or higher destinations. These are students who 
completed their 16 to 18 study in 2015/16, and focuses on activity during the two years after they last attended a 16 to 
18 provider. 
 
In this publication 
The following tables are included in this publication: 
• Progression into higher education or training (and characteristics) at national level (Excel .ods) 
• Progression into higher education or training (and characteristics) at local authority and parliamentary constituency 
level (Excel .ods) 
• Progression into higher education or training (and characteristics) at institutional level (Excel .ods) 
• Underlying data and metadata (Excel .csv) 
Many tables are provided in .ods format in this publication and are directly accessible from links. This data is 
replicated in the underlying data tables along with additional data not contained in the .ods tables. Data has been 
additionally released this way to ensure maximum access and transparency without adding to the complexity of the 
formal .ods tables. The data underlying data table has been produced in a machine-readable format to aid analysis. 
The accompanying quality and methodology document provides information on the data sources, their coverage and 
quality and explains the methodology used in producing the data. 
 
Feedback 
We welcome feedback from users on the methodology and presentation of these statistics. Please direct all comments 
and queries to: destination.measures@education.gov.uk
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 What is Progression to higher education or training? 
Progression to higher education or training shows the percentage of students that sustain an education 
course or apprenticeship at level 4 or higher in the two years following their 16 to 18 study. The most recent 
data reports on students who completed 16 to 18 study in the 2015/16 academic year and identifies their 
education and/or apprenticeship destinations in the two years following their last attendance at a 16 to 18 
institution. The measure is designed to complement the existing destination measures (Destinations after 
KS4 and 16-18 study) which provide more information on the destinations that are not featured here such 
as employment and further study at level 3 or below. It differs from the original measures in that it uses a 
two-year destination window (rather than one) and calculates value-added scores for state-funded 
mainstream institutions which take prior attainment at GCSE and main qualification type into account. 
What is a ‘sustained’ destination? 
To be counted in a level 4 or higher destination, students have to be recorded as having sustained 
participation for a 6 month period in the two-year destination window. This participation can include activity 
in a single destination or a combination, as long as there are six consecutive months at level 4 or higher. 
Specific destinations such as degree, level 4/5 courses or apprenticeships are reported for these students. 
The two-year destination window used in this measure differs from the one-year window used in the 
standard destination measures in order to better report students that take gap years or similar breaks, but 
means that the cohort is one year further back than that published in the standard destination measures. 
 
Who is included in the cohort? 
This measure is restricted to students that studied level 3 qualifications as there is less expectation for 
students studying qualifications at lower levels to progress to level 4 or higher. It thus includes students that 
studied academic qualifications such as A levels, applied general qualifications, technical levels, or other 
qualifications that have not been included in performance tables but are notionally level 3. State-funded 
mainstream schools and colleges are included. 
How does the value-added (VA) score work? 
The probability of a student progressing to a level 4 or higher destination is strongly correlated with their 
prior attainment at KS4 (GCSE) and the qualification type they study at 16 to 18. An institution that starts 
with an intake of high-prior-attainment pupils will naturally have a higher rate of progression to level 4 or 
higher than an institution with an intake of low-prior-attainment pupils. For this reason we calculate a 
“value-added” score which is presented alongside the progression rate, and is an indication as to how the 
institution has performed once prior attainment and qualification types are taken into account. 
The score is calculated by comparing each individual student’s outcome (a 1 if they progress to level 4 or 
higher, a 0 if they do not) against the national average for the group of students with similar prior attainment 
and qualification type. If, for example, 85% of the highest-prior-attainment academic students progressed to 
higher education or training nationwide, then an individual student in that group will score 1 – 0.85 = +0.15 
if they progress, but 0 – 0.85 = -0.85 if they do not. 
Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul
Final  year at 16 to 
18 study 2016 to 17 academic year 2017 to 18 academic year
Students usually finish 
their course and sit 
exams in June
KS5 students at end of 16 
to 18 study after entering A 
levels or other level 3 
qualifications.  Aged 17, 18 
or 19 at start of destination 
year.
To count as a sustained destination, six consecutive months anywhere in 
the two-year window are required, however different destinations that 
overlap are counted if both at level 4 or higher.
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These individual student scores are then averaged for the institution to obtain the VA score. A VA score of 
+10 thus represents a ten percentage point increase on progression into level 4 or higher destinations for 
that institution than similar students nationally. Qualification-type groups are academic/AGQ, tech level, and 
other level 3 qualifications. Academic and applied general qualifications have been grouped together as 
they have the same expectation for progression. 
Bands have been determined for each institution to help put the score in context. These take into account 
confidence intervals, as the score is likely to be a more accurate representation of the value added by the 
institution for larger cohorts than small ones. 
Individual student scores have also been averaged at local authority level, parliamentary constituency level, 
national level, and for various characteristics. Bands are not applied at these levels, and the score is 
referred to as a “Progression score” rather than a “Value-added score”. 
 Progression to higher education or training after 16 to 18 study  
2.1 National picture 
Figure 1 presents the destinations of the entire state-funded mainstream school and colleges cohort of level 
3 students.  
Figure 1: Progression to higher education or training 
England, 2015/16 (state-funded mainstream schools and colleges) 
The proportion of students studying 
degrees or level 4/5 courses (61%) is 
higher than was reported for the 
2015/16 cohort in last year’s 16-18 
measure (50%). This is due to the 
increased destination window length 
from one year to two years, which 
allows study to be included after a gap 
year or similar. 
The proportion studying higher 
apprenticeships shows a similar 
proportional increase. 
“Other or unsustained destination” 
includes students that went in to 
employment, further study at level 3 
and below, students that didn’t sustain 
a level 4 or higher destination for six 
consecutive months, NEET destinations 
(not in education, employment or 
training), and those for whom 
destination data could not be found, for 
example if they moved abroad. More 
detailed information on these destination categories is provided in the 16-18 destination measures.  
 
2.2 Qualification type 
The majority of the level 3 cohort predominantly or entirely studied academic or applied general 
qualifications (85%). Tech levels were the main or only qualification type of 13% of the 2015/16 cohort, 
while just 2% of students fell into the other level 3 category. This was reserved for those students who had 
not studied any qualifications that are included in the performance tables, but spent more time on other 
courses with a notional level of 3 than on lower-level qualifications.  
 Page 6 of 16 
 
The right-hand side of figure 2 shows the large difference in progression rate for these three qualification 
types, with 66% of academic/AGQ students progressing, compared to 41% of tech level students and 25% 
of other level 3 students. This might be partly explained by the higher proportion of tech level students 
progressing into sustained employment than their academic-qualification peers. In the experimental 
destination measures published in October 2018 it was seen that 33% of tech level students went to an 
employment destination, compared to 18% of academic qualification students (the experimental publication 
was based around the 2015/16 cohort, but used a different methodology).  
Figure 2: Cohort size and progression by qualification type 
England, 2015/16 (state-funded mainstream schools and colleges) 
 
2.3 Institution VA scores and band distribution 
An institution that progresses the same proportion of its level 3 cohort into higher education or training as 
would have been expected according to the national average for its type of students (i.e. those with similar 
prior attainment at GCSE and studying the same qualification types) would receive a VA score of zero. 
Institutions that have more of their cohort progress get a positive VA score, while those who send fewer 
students on to higher education or training receive a negative score. 
Figure 3 shows the distribution of institution VA scores. Note that it does not include scores of institutions 
that had cohorts of fewer than 6 as these scores are suppressed in the accompanying tables. It includes 
consortia scores but their feeder institutions have been excluded to prevent duplication. The distribution 
has a mean of +0.7, a median score of +1, and a modal band of +1.5 to +4.5. A negative score was given 
to 42% of institutions, 54% received a positive score, and the remaining 4% scored zero. This occurs 
despite the national average of individual student scores being zero as the average level 3 cohort size was 
slightly larger for institutions receiving negative scores (178 students) than for institutions receiving scores 
greater than or equal to zero (146 students). 
Table 1 shows the distribution of institutional bands and the criteria under which they were obtained. VA 
scores are calculated for a school based on a specific cohort of pupils, but a school may have been just as 
effective and performed differently with a different set of pupils. To account for this natural uncertainty 95% 
confidence intervals (CI) around the scores are used as a proxy for the range of scores within which each 
school’s underlying performance measure can be confidently said to lie. Bands were derived from a 
combination of the VA score and these 95% confidence intervals.  
 
2015/16 
cohort 
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Figure 3: Distribution of institution value-added scores 
England, 2015/16 (state-funded mainstream schools and colleges, except consortia feeder) 
Table 1: Institutional bands 
England, 2015/16 (state-funded mainstream schools and colleges) 
 Well below 
average 
Below average About average Above average Well above 
average 
Proportion of 
Institutions 
5% 12% 64% 15% 5% 
Criteria An upper CI < 0 
and a score < -
18 
An upper CI < 0 
and a score >= -
18 
An upper CI > 0 
and a lower CI < 
0 
A lower CI > 0 
and a score <= 
+19 
A lower CI > 0 
and a score > 
+19 
 
2.4 School and college type 
Figure 4 shows the progression into higher education or training for various types of schools and colleges, 
with that group’s progression score above.  
Note that the progression rates shown here are calculated as an average over all students that attended a relevant 
institution rather than an average over the relevant institution rates. Similarly, the scores shown are an average of the 
individual student scores rather than an average of the institution scores. 
State-funded mainstream (SFM) schools tend to see higher progression to higher education or training than 
SFM colleges. This is unsurprising given that the 16-18 destination measures show that when compared to 
schools, students at colleges are less likely to sustain an education destination but more likely to have an 
employment, apprenticeship, or unsustained destination. Sixth form colleges outperform other FE colleges 
in progression to higher education or training and progression score. The disparity in progression scores 
between schools and colleges, and between sixth form and other FE colleges, perhaps reflects a 
divergence in destination focus of these different institution types. There may also be a minor “London 
effect” in that London, a region representing 14% of the cohort and with by far the highest progression, also 
has a very high ratio of school to college students.  
Selective schools show a very high progression rate (88%) to higher education or training. This itself is 
unsurprising given that they are accepting the highest-attaining students who might well have been 
expected to progress into higher education or training anyway. However, selective schools still achieve a 
progression score of +3.4, showing that even when compared to students studying the same qualification 
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types and with similar prior attainment across the country, they have a higher rate of progression to higher 
education or training. 
Non-selective schools in highly-selective areas (such as Buckinghamshire, Kent, Lincolnshire etc.) show a 
much lower progression rate of 56%. This is lower than expected even after taking prior attainment into 
account, with students at these schools progressing at a rate that is 2.6 percentage points lower than 
similar students nationwide (i.e. a progression score of -2.6). A possible explanation might be that students 
in these institutions see fewer of their peers progressing to higher education/training than the students in 
the selective schools, making it less of an assumed destination. 
Within schools, Local Authority maintained mainstream institutions achieved the same progression rate as 
academies and free schools (71%) but a higher score (which takes prior attainment and qualification type 
into account). Sponsored academies had a lower progression rate than converter academies, but a similar 
score. 
Figure 4: Progression and score by institution type 
England, 2015/16 (state-funded mainstream schools and colleges) 
 
2.5 Regions 
Figure 5 shows the progression into higher education or training and progression score of students in 
England broken down by the region of their institution. Note that, as in figure 4, these progression rates and 
scores are averages of the individual students within each region, rather than averages of the institutional 
rates and scores. 
 
 
 Page 9 of 16 
 
Figure 5: Progression and score by region 
England, 2015/16 (state-funded mainstream schools and colleges) 
 
The most striking feature of the figure is the disparity between the London progression rate and score with 
the rates and scores of the East of England, South East and South West. 16-18 Students in London are 18 
percentage points more likely to progress to higher education or training than students in the South West, 
and this difference remains at 16 percentage points once prior attainment and qualification type are taken 
into account (i.e., the score). Part of the reason for the success of London students in this measure might 
be that London contains a large number of higher education institutions, and so London residents may find 
it easier to access higher education without having to travel far (and possibly while living at home). By 
contrast students in, e.g., the South West may find it more expensive to access higher education.  
The North East shows a lower progression rate than the national average, but a progression score of zero 
which implies that it had started with lower prior attainment or had more students studying qualifications 
that weren’t in the academic/AGQ group. The North West, Yorkshire and the Humber and East Midlands all 
have similar progression rates to the national average (62%) and scores near zero. The West Midlands has 
a slightly higher progression rate (63%) and a score of +2. 
2.6 Characteristics 
Figure 6 shows the progression rates and scores of students grouped by various characteristics. 
Gender 
In the gender breakdown, it can be seen that female students progress to higher education or training at a 
rate that is 5 percentage points higher than male students. However, once prior attainment and qualification 
type is factored in, this difference drops markedly with both progression scores being very close to zero 
(+0.3 for females, -0.3 for males).  
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Figure 6: Progression and score by characteristic 
England, 2015/16 (state-funded mainstream schools and colleges) 
 
It can be seen in table NA1 (accompanying this document) that the gender progression score difference is 
more pronounced for academic/AGQ students than the all-qualification-types total, with female students 
achieving a score 2 percentage points higher than male students.  
Interestingly, this trend reverses for tech level students, with female students 7 percentage points less likely 
to progress and scoring -5.0, much lower than male students on +3.6. A possible explanation for this 
reversal might be that there are gender biases in the tech level subjects being chosen by the students, with 
some subjects more inclined to lead to higher education or training than others. 
Ethnicity 
When looking at the ethnicity breakdown it can be seen that students in the white major ethnic group 
progress to higher education or training at a lower rate (58%) than all other ethnic groups besides 
unclassified, and they are 30 percentage points behind the highest-progressing group (Chinese, although 
this is a relatively small major ethnic group at 16 to 18 study with fewer than 2,000 students). Once prior 
attainment and qualification type are taken into account, students in the white major ethnic group achieve a 
progression score of -4.1. Students in all other ethnic groups (again with the exception of unclassified) 
achieve positive progression scores, with students in the black major ethnic group scoring by far the 
highest, +21.4.  
Part of the explanation for this difference might be regional demographics. Students in the white major 
ethnic group, the lowest scoring, were more likely than other major ethnic groups to be completing their 16 
to 18 study in regions that had negative progression scores (East Midlands, East of England, South East 
and South West). However, while 59% of the highest-scoring major ethnic group (black students) 
completed their 16 to 18 study at an institution in high-scoring London, region is unlikely to be the only 
explanation as students in the black, Asian and Chinese major ethnic groups progressed at a very high rate 
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in regions outside of London too. It might be that part of the reason London performs so well in this 
measure is because it has high proportions of these high-progressing groups studying there. 
Disadvantage, SEN, FSM and LLDD 
Students of disadvantaged status is defined as being those eligible for pupil premium in year 11, including those 
receiving free school meals (FSM) and looked-after students. Students with no KS4 record are placed in “all other 
students”. Students with special education needs (SEN) only applies to students at schools and are categorised as 
'SEN with a statement or Education, health and care (EHC) plan' and 'SEN support'. A similar category for college 
students but with different definitions is learners with learning difficulties and disabilities (LLDD). 
Students of disadvantaged status were less likely than other students to progress to higher education or 
training (55% vs 63%). However the score shows that after taking prior attainment and qualification type 
into account, students with disadvantaged status are actually 1.3 percentage points more likely to progress 
than their peers. 
This pattern is also seen in students with special educational needs (SEN, schools only), learners with 
learning difficulties and disabilities (LLDD, colleges only), and those who received free school meals in year 
11 (FSM), i.e. students with the characteristic progressed at a lower rate than students without the 
characteristic, but at a higher rate once prior attainment and qualification type are taken into account. 
As was postulated in the ethnicity discussion, part of the explanation for these differences in progression 
score might be geographical. Students in London are twice as likely to have had disadvantaged status 
(32%) than those elsewhere in the country (16%). Similarly they are more likely to have received free 
school meals (16% of London school students vs 7% elsewhere) and to have been SEN (4% of London 
school students vs 2% elsewhere). If London students are removed from the analysis, then the 
disadvantage progression score drops from +1.1 to -1.1.  It is therefore possible that the increases in 
progression score seen here are actually just manifestations of the London effect, although there may be 
other factors. For example it might be that fewer of these students go in to 16 to 18 study to start with, and 
so those that do are more likely to be focused on a particular destination. 
The LLDD increase (from -2.8 for other students to -1.9 for LLDD students) is the only characteristic that 
bucks this trend with London college students less likely to have been LLDD (4%) than elsewhere (9%). 
However as London also had the lowest college/school ratio (32% of London state-funded-mainstream 
students studied at a college, compared with 51% elsewhere), it would have made a smaller contribution to 
the LLDD figures. 
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 Future developments 
The statistics in this measure will feature in the school performance tables from January 2020. 
We will listen to feedback when considering future developments of the measure. 
Data sources 
We are continuing to work with other government departments and with analysts developing the 
Longitudinal Education Outcomes dataset to improve the scope of activity that can be captured.  
Strands under development include linking to information on Scottish and Welsh schools and colleges. We 
are hopeful that this will increase our destination coverage in future years and more fairly reflect the 
outcomes of certain institutions. 
 
 Accompanying tables 
The following tables are available in OpenDocument Spreadsheet format on the department’s statistics 
website. 
Progression to higher education or training tables 
National 
NA1 for state-funded mainstream schools and colleges 
NA2 by disadvantage status for state-funded mainstream schools and colleges 
Local authority district, regional, and parliamentary constituency 
LA1  for state-funded mainstream schools and colleges 
LA2 by disadvantage status for state-funded mainstream schools and colleges 
LA3 by gender for state-funded mainstream schools and colleges 
LA4 by SEN for state-funded mainstream schools 
LA5 by LLDD for state-funded mainstream colleges 
PC1 for state funded mainstream schools and colleges 
Institutional 
IN1  for state-funded mainstream schools and colleges 
IN2  by disadvantage status for state-funded mainstream schools and colleges 
IN3  by gender for state-funded mainstream schools and colleges 
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When reviewing the tables, please note that: 
This is a new measure. This measure is being published for the first time in October 2019, and will 
feature in the school performance tables from January 2020. 
Comparisons with previous years are not available. 
We report on a variety of 
schools and colleges. 
This statistical publication includes destinations of students from 
mainstream state-funded schools and colleges. Destinations from special 
schools and alternative provision institutions at KS4 and 16-18 and 
independent institutions for 16-18 are published in other Destination 
measures.  
  
We use the national pupil 
database… 
The national pupil database (NPD) is a longitudinal database linking 
student characteristics (for example age, gender, and ethnicity) to school 
and college learning aims and attainment information for children and 
young people in schools and colleges in England.  
… and longitudinal 
education outcomes 
datasets. 
 
The longitudinal education outcomes datasets (LEO) extend the NPD to 
link information from other government departments on employment, 
earnings and out-of-work benefits. Details on how we use and share this 
data can be found here. 
For education destinations, 
four administrative data 
sources from the national 
pupil database are used. 
Four administrative data sources used in compiling the national pupil 
database are used to determine the education destinations, namely: 
• Individualised Learner Record covering English colleges, further 
education providers and specialist post-16 institutions 
• School Census covering English schools. This also includes maintained 
and non-maintained special schools and alternative provision. 
• Awarding Body data for independent schools  
• Higher Education Statistics Agency covering United Kingdom higher 
education institutions including alternative providers 
For apprentice destinations 
we use one source of data 
The Individualised Learner Records are used to determine the 
apprenticeship destinations. 
  
Coverage is students in 
England only. 
The destination measures data only reports information from students who 
studied in schools and colleges in England.  
  
We only show outcomes for 
groups of 6 or more.  
At institution level, we do not show any outcomes for a group of 5 or fewer 
students in total. 
  
 
 Data confidentiality 
We preserve confidentiality. The Code of Practice for Official Statistics requires that reasonable steps 
should be taken to ensure that all published or disseminated statistics produced by the Department for 
Education protect confidentiality.  
 
Symbols are used in the tables as follows:  
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( 0 ) zero  
(x ) suppressed for accountability purposes or to preserve confidentiality 
( . ) not applicable 
 Further information 
These measures are part of 
school and college 
performance tables. 
Provisional school destination measures are included in the 2018 key 
stage 4 and 16-18 performance tables. 
Compare school and College Performance 
Please see our 2019 statement of intent. 
  
  
For some related 
publications 
Destination measures after KS4 and 16 to 18 study: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/statistics-destinations 
Experimental statistics on employment and earnings outcomes of higher 
education graduates using the LEO dataset: 
Employment and Earnings Outcomes of Higher Education Graduates: 
Experimental Data from the Longitudinal Education Outcomes (LEO) 
Dataset 
Adult further education outcome-based success measures statistical first 
release is published here: 
Adult further education outcome-based success measures 
Participation in Education, Training and Employment by 16-18 year olds 
statistical first release is published here: 
DfE Participation in Education, Training and Employment 
Widening Participation Measures are published at:  
Widening Participation in Higher Education 
On how we use and share 
the data 
Non-statutory guidance from the Department for Education to describe 
how we share and use education, employment and benefit claims 
information for research and statistical purposes:  
Longitudinal education outcomes study: how we use and share data 
 
 Official Statistics 
These are Official Statistics and have been produced in line with Code of Practice for Official Statistics. 
This can be broadly interpreted to mean that the statistics: 
• meet identified user needs 
• are well explained and readily accessible 
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• are produced according to sound methods 
• are managed impartially and objectively in the public interest 
The Department has a set of statistical policies in line with the Code of Practice for Official Statistics. 
 
 Technical information 
A quality and methodology information document accompanies this publication. This provides further 
information on the data sources, their coverage and quality and explains the methodology used in 
producing the data, including how it is validated and processed. 
Our detailed quality and methodology information is available on gov.uk 
 
 Get in touch 
Media enquiries 
Press Office News Desk, Department for Education, Sanctuary Buildings, Great Smith Street, London 
SW1P 3BT  
Tel: 020 7783 8300 
Other enquiries/feedback 
Email: destination.measures@education.gov.uk 
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